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Application No, 09/872,859 

1. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest in this matter is Visto Corporation. 

2. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no other appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings known to Appellants, 
the undersigned attorney for Appellants, or the Assignee which may be related to, directly affect 
or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

3. STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 2-11, 21-26, 28-29, and 31 are pending in this application. 
Claims 2-11, 21-26, 28-29, and 31 were rejected. 
No claims were allowed. 

Claims 1, 12-20, 27, 30, and 32-35 were cancelled. 
Claims 2-11, 21-26, 28-29, and 31 are being appealed. 

4. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

The Appellants did not make any amendments in the Response to the Final Rejection. 

5. SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

Independent claim 2 is directed to a method of determining information for accessing an 
electronic mail account according to an electronic mail protocol. According to one embodiment 
of the present invention, the method includes: receiving an address for delivering electronic mail 
to an electronic mail account (301); receiving a password for accessing the electronic mail 
account (301); extracting, from the address, a user name and an electronic mail accoxmt domain 
for the electronic mail account (305); and determining whether the electronic mail account 
domain, user name, and password can be used to access the electronic mail account according to 
the electronic mail protocol (307, 311, 315, 321, 325). The step of determining whether the 
electronic mail account domain, user name, and password can be used to access the electronic 
mail account according to the electronic mail protocol includes determining if the electronic mail 
account domain is included in a list of closed domains that do not include server computers 
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employing the electronic mail protocol (307). (See, e.g., Specification, pg. 8, In, 20 to pg. 16, In. 
13; FIGS. 3A, 3B, and 4). 

Independent claim 21 is directed to a method of determining information for accessing an 
electronic mail account according to an electronic mail protocol. According to one embodiment 
of the present invention, the method includes: receiving an address for delivering electronic mail 
to an electronic mail account (301); receiving a password for accessing the electronic mail 
account (301); extracting, fi-om the address, a user name and an electronic mail account domain 
for the electronic mail account (305); and determining whether the electronic mail account 
domain, user name, and password can be used to access the electronic mail account according to 
the electronic mail protocol (307, 31 1, 315, 321, 325). The step of determining whether the 
electronic mail account domain, user name, and password can be used to access the electronic 
mail accoimt according to the electronic mail protocol includes the following: concatenating a 
server name prefix with the electronic mail account domain to form a default name for a server 
computer (319); and attempting to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic 
mail protocol by using the default name, the user name, and the password (321). (See, e.g., 
Specification, pg. 8, In. 20 to pg. 16, In. 13; FIGS. 3A, 3B, and 4). 

Independent claim 28 is directed to a device for determining information needed to 
access an electronic mail account according to an electronic mail protocol. According to one 
embodiment of the present invention, the device includes: an address decomposer (209) for 
decomposing an address for accessing an electronic mail account into a user name for the 
electronic mail account and a domain for the electronic mail account; a server mapper (211) for 
comparing the domain with a list of domains stored in a database; and a real time query unit 
(217) for attempting to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail 
accoimt using the user name and the domain extracted fi*om the address. The server mapper 
(21 1) is configured to compare the domain with a list of closed domains that do not include 
server computers employing the electronic mail protocol. (See, e.g., Specification, pg. 6, In, 21 
to pg. 8, In. 17; FIG. 2). 

Independent claim 31 is directed to a device for determining information needed to 
access an electronic mail account according to an electronic mail protocol. According to one 
embodiment of the present invention, the device includes: an address decomposer (209) for 
decomposing an address for accessing an electronic mail account into a user name for the 
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electronic mail account and a domain for the electronic mail account; a server mapper (211) for 
comparing the domain with a list of domains stored in a database; a real time query unit (217) for 
attempting to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail account using 
the user name and the domain extracted from the address; and a host name generator (215) for 
concatenating a server name prefix with the electronic mail account domain to form a default 
name for a server computer. {See, e,g., Specification, pg. 6, In. 21 to pg. 8, In. 17; FIG. 2). 

6. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

Whether the rejection of claims 2-3, 21, 28-29, and 31 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by WO 00/225443 to Hong {''Hong') is proper. 

Whether the rejection of claims 4-1 1 and 22-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over Hong in view of "Official Notice" is proper. 

7. ARGUMENT 

A. Claims 2-3, 21, 28-29, and 31 are not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) by 
Hong. 

The issue is whether the rejection of claims 2-3, 21, 28-29, and 31 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 1 02(b) as being anticipated by Hong is proper. 

Anticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference of each element of the 
claim under consideration. W,L. Gore c& Assocs, v. Garlock^ 721 F.2d 1540, 220 USPQ 303 
(Fed. Cir. 1983), cert denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984). Further, "anticipation requires the presence 
in a single prior art reference disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim." Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GmbHv, American Hoist & Derrick Co., 
730 F.2d 1452, 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984) (citing Connell v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 
722 F.2d 1542, 220 USPQ 193 (Fed. Cir. 1983)) (emphasis added). 

i. Claims 2-3, and 28-29 

With respect to claim 2, Hong does not disclose inter alia "determining if the electronic 
mail account domain is included in a list of closed domains that do not include server computers 
employing the electronic mail protocol" recited in claim 2. More specifically. Hong discloses a 
three phase search (described in greater detail below) to identify the user's e-mail server and 
retrieve the user's e-mail; however, none of these phases discloses "determining if the electronic 
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mail account domain is included in a list of closed domains that do not include server computers 
employing the electronic mail protocol" as recited in claim 2. 

In a first stage of the first phase, the "remote access mail client 1" interrogates the 
"access database 2" to determine whether the user has a '^aser record indicating the user's server 
and, if not, whether the database contains a domain record that corresponds to the presumed 
domain name of the user's server." {Hong at pg. 8, Ins. 17-20). In a second stage of the first 
phase, the "remote access mail client assximes that the domain name is the user's server and 
checks the domain name for the user's mail." {Hong at pg. 9, Ins. 5-8). If it turns out that the 
domain name is not the user's server, then the "remote access mail client 1 sends out a DNS 
inquiry to check for the MX [Mail eXchange] record." {Hong at pg. 9, Ins. 10-1 1). Each 
response received from the "DNS database 3" is checked to see if the "ports associated with the 
POP3/IMAP4 protocols, is/are open or closed. The user's identi[t]y and log-in password is [sic] 
sent to any response having one of these ports open to [try to] retrieve the user's mail . . . ." 
(/fon^atpg. 9, Ins. 16-19). 

If the first phase fails to identify the user's server, then the "remote access mail client 1" 
initiates a second phase. In the first stage of the second phase, the "remote access mail client 1" 
obtains the IP address fi'om the MX record and checks the open or closed status of the ports 110 
and 143 of the host IP addresses 2 to 254. {Hong at pg. 9, Ins. 22-27). All the IP addresses 
whose port 110 and/or port 143 are open are subsequently checked to determine whether it 
corresponds to the user's server. {Hong at pg. 9, Ins. 27-29). If the user's server is not found, 
then in a second stage of the second phase, the "entire list of names CANME and/or HOST is 
requested for the presumed domain name by zone transfer from the DNS database." {Hong at 
pg. 10, Ins. 3-4). The host names on the list are checked to determine whether their port 1 10 and 
port 143 are open, and the host names having open port status are checked to determine whether 
they correspond to the user's server. {Hong at pg. 9, Ins. 4-7). 

If the second phase fails to identify the user's server, then a third and final phase 
"retrieves from the WHOIS server the IP address block, INETNUM, NETNUMBER OR 
NETBLOCK, which has been allocated to the domain organization or company by the 
Networked Information Centre (NIC) and scans the ports 110 and 143 of the addresses in the 
block." {Hong at pg. 10, Ins. 11-14). All IP addresses having open ports are checked to 
determine whether they correspond to the user's server. {Hong at pg. 10, Ins. 14-16). 
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In the Final Office Action mailed July 28, 2005 ("Final Office Action") and the Advisory 
Action mailed November 22, 2005 ("Advisory Action"), the Examiner asserts that Hong 
discloses the "determining" element at: (1) page 2, 4th paragraph (the Advisory Action 
specifically cites lines 25 to 28 of page 2); (2) page 6; and (3) page 10, 3rd paragraph. As 
discussed in greater detail below, these portions of Hong do not disclose the "determining" 
element. 

With respect to page 2, 4th paragraph, the Advisory Action refers specifically to the 
portion of this paragraph that states: "listing the responses received fi-om the DNS database; 
checking the responses in turn to determine whether a predetermined port or ports associated 
with the predetermined protocol or protocols is or are open or closed". In the Advisory Action, 
the Examiner asserts that the "responses are used to determine a list of closed and open ports and 
therefore Hong teaches a list of closed domains." However, nowhere in Hong is it stated that a 
list of domains is ever created where all the servers in any of the domains do not employ the e- 
mail protocol (e.g., have closed ports). The "responses" referred to by the Examiner relate to "e- 
mail servers" rather than "domains" and thus no list of "domains" (closed or otherwise) can be 
created from the "responses" relating to "e-mail servers". Evidence that the "responses" relate to 
"e-mail servers" is provided at, e.g., page 9, Ins. 11-16 which associates the "response" to the 
"user's POP3/IMAP4 server" (page 9 elaborates on the second stage of the first phase which is 
introduced in page 2, 4th paragraph). Thus, this portion of Hong does not disclose "determining 
if the electronic mail account domain is included in a list of closed domains that do not include 
server computers employing the electronic mail protocol" as recited in claim 2. 

Page 6 of Hong describes some of the items shown in Figure 1 such as the "access 
database 2", the "DNS database 3", the "WHOIS server 4", and the "POP3/IMAP4 search engine 
5". The "access database 2" contains "user records" and "domain records", the "DNS database 
3" contains domain names and their corresponding IP addresses, and the "WHOIS server 4" 
contains IP address blocks allocated to domains, organizations, and companies. {Hong at pg. 6, 
Ins. 22-25; and pg 8, Ins. 18-20). However, none of these items contain a "list of closed domains 
that do not include server computers employing the electronic mail protocol". Thus, this portion 
of Hong does not disclose "determining if the electronic mail account domain is included in a list 
of closed domains that do not include server computers employing the electronic mail protocol" 
as recited in claim 2. 
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Finally, Hong at page 10, 3rd paragraph states: 

The entering of a record of the user's server in the access database 2 when 
and if the server is located, means that the system would not have to go through 
the same procedure again for a user with the same presumed domain name, since 
the user's server would be identified in the first stage of the first phase and access 
would be almost instantaneous. 

This portion of Hong clearly does not disclose the "determining" element because this 
portion is merely explaining that if the user's e-mail server is found, then this information is 
recorded in the "access database 2". Thus, the "access database 2" contains e-mail servers that 
support a certain type of protocol. {See, e.g., Hong at FIGURE 2). This portion of Hong 
certainly does not disclose a "list of closed domains that do not include server computers 
employing the electronic mail protocol." 

As discussed above, Hong describes obtaining DNS responses, IP addresses or host 
names associated with a domain name, and checking the corresponding servers for open mail 
ports. {Hong at p. 2, ^ 4 - p. 3, \ 3). Those locations are then checked for a user's mail and, 
based on this query, "a record of any successfiil response is written into the access database 2." 
{Hong at p. 9, ^ 3; see also, e.g., p. 9, ^ 4 and p. 10, Iflf's 1-2: "host names having open port 
status are written into the access database 2"; "a record of any successfiil host being written into 
the access database 2."). Accordingly, Hong merely teaches scanning ports 1 10 and 143 of 
servers to see if they are open, and then storing a list of names having open ports in access 
database 2. At no point does this involve using a list of closed domains as recited in the context 
of the present claims. 

For at least these reasons, the Appellants assert that claim 2 is patentable over Hong and 
thus respectfiiUy request reconsideration and allowance of claim 2. Claim 3 depends firom claim 
2. Accordingly, it is patentable over Hong at least for the reasons set forth above with respect to 
claim 2. 

Similarly, claim 28 recites comparing "the domain with a list of closed domains that do 
not include server computers employing the electronic mail protocol." For at least the reasons 
provided earlier with respect to claim 2, the Appellants respectfiiUy request allowance of claim 
28. Claim 29 depends fi-om claim 28. Accordingly, claim 29 is also patentable over Hong, 
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ii. Claims 21 and 31 

With respect to claims 21 and 3\,Hong does not disclose inter alia "concatenating a 
server name prefix with the electronic mail account domain to form a default name for a server 
computer" recited in both claims 21 and 3 1 . In the Final Office Action and the Advisory Action, 
the Examiner fails to address the "concatenating" element recited in claims 21 and 31 and does 
not cite to any portion of Hong that discloses this element. The Examiner seems to concede that 
Hong does not disclose the "concatenating" element recited in claims 21 and 31 because the 
Examiner when rejecting claim 22 (this claims depends from claim 21 and lists specific types of 
"server name prefixes") under 35 U.S.C. § 103 conceded that Hong does not teach concatenating 
the specific server name prefixes listed in claim 22 but took "Official Notice" that using them is 
well known to one skilled in the art. (See, e.g. Final Office Action at pg. 5). The combining of 
Hong with the knowledge of one skilled in the art is improper under a 35 U.S.C. § 102 rejection. 
See, e.g, Scripps Clinic & Res, Found, v. GenentecK Inc, 927 F.2d 1565, 1577 (Fed. Cir. 
1991)("If it is necessary to reach beyond the boundaries of a single reference to provide missing 
disclosure of the claimed invention, the proper ground is not § 102 anticipation, but § 103 
obviousness."). 

Because the Examiner has not cited to any portion of Hong that discloses the 

"concatenating" element and seems to concede this inadequacy, the Appellants assert that Hong 

does not anticipate claims 21 and 3 1 . Thus, the Appellants respectfully request reconsideration 

and allowance of claims 21 and 31. 

B. Claims 4-11 and 22-26 are nonobvious over Hong in view of "Official 
Notice". 

The issue is whether the rejection of claims 4-1 1 and 22-26 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being obvious over Hong in view of "Official Notice" is proper. 

M.P.E.P. 706.02(j) sets forth the standard for a Section 103(a) rejection: 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be 
met. First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, to modify the reference or combine reference teachings. Second, there must 
be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or 
references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. The 
teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable 
expectation of success must both be foxmd in the prior art, and not based on 
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applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 
1991). 

i. Claims 4-5 

Claims 4-5 depend from claim 2. For the reasons provided earlier with respect to claim 
2, the Appellants assert that Hong in view of the "Official Notice" taken by the Examiner does 
not disclose or suggest inter alia "determining if the electronic mail account domain is included 
in a list of closed domains that do not include server computers employing the electronic mail 
protocol." 

In addition, the Appellants assert that Hong in view of the "Official Notice" taken by the 
Examiner does not disclose or suggest inter alia "if only one computer server employing the 
electronic mail protocol is associated with the electronic mail account domain and the electronic 
mail account cannot be accessed through the one computer server, then prompting a user to 
resubmit the user name and password for the electronic mail account, and attempting to access 
the electronic mail account at the one computer server according to the electronic mail protocol 
by using the resubmitted user name and password" present in claims 4-5. On page 4 of the Final 
Office Action, the Examiner concedes that Hong fails to disclose the resubmission of the user 
name and password and the reattempt to access the e-mail account if only one computer server 
employing the e-mail protocol is associated with the e-mail account domain. The Examiner uses 
"Official Notice" to try to cure this deficiency. In order to properly understand the basis for the 
"Official Notice" and if appropriate, challenge it, the Appellants respectfiilly request that the 
Examiner cite a reference as documentary evidence in support of the "Official Notice" or provide 
an affidavit as required by M.P.E.P. § 2144,03 and 37 C.F.R. 1.104(d)(2). See, e,g, In reAhlert, 
424 F.2d 1088, 1091 (C.C.P.A. 1970)(" Allegations conceming specific 'knowledge' of the prior 
art, which might be peculiar to a particular art should also be supported and the appellant 
similarly given the opportunity to make a challenge."). The Appellants assert that it is not well 
known to one of ordinary skill in the art, in the context of finding the user's e-mail account, to 
resubmit the user name and password and reattempt to access the e-mail account if only one 
computer server employing the e-mail protocol is associated with the e-mail account domain. 

As shown above, because the "determining" element is neither disclosed nor suggested 
by the cited prior art, and the Examiner has not provided any evidence showing that the elements 
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of claims 4-5 are well known, the Appellants assert that the Examiner has not established a 
prima facie case of obviousness and thus claims 4-5 are patentable over the prior art. 

ii. Claims 6-11 

Claims 6-11 depend from claim 2. For the reasons provided earlier with respect to claim 
2, the Appellants assert that Hong in view of the "Official Notice" taken by the Examiner does 
not disclose or suggest inter alia "determining if the electronic mail account domain is included 
in a list of closed domains that do not include server computers employing the electronic mail 
protocol." 

In addition, the Appellants assert that Hong in view of the "Official Notice" taken by the 
Examiner does not disclose or suggest "concatenating a server name prefix with the electronic 
mail account domain to form a default name for a server computer; and attempting to access the 
electronic mail account according to the electronic mail protocol by using the default name, the 
user name and the password" present in claims 6-11. On page 5 of the Final Office Action, the 
Examiner seems to concede that Hong fails to disclose a "server name prefix" (e.g., "mail.", 
"pop.", or "pop3."). The Examiner uses "Official Notice" to attempt to cxire this deficiency. 
However, the Appellants assert that it is not known to one of ordinary skill in the art, in the 
context of finding the user's e-mail account, to concatenate a server name prefix with the e-mail 
account domain to form a default server name and use this default name to access the user's e- 
mail account. In the Response to the First Office Action mailed October 5, 2005 and in the 
Response to the Final Office Action, the Appellants repeatedly requested that the Examiner 
provide an affidavit in support of "Official Notice" of this element. However, the Examiner has 
never provided such an affidavit even though he is required to do so when requested by the 
Appellant. See, e.g., M.P.E.P. § 2144.03 and 37 C.F.R. 1.104(d)(2). 

Because the "determining" element is neither disclosed nor suggested by the cited prior 
art, and the Examiner has not provided any evidence showing that the elements of claims 6-11 
are well known even though such evidence was repeatedly requested, the Appellants assert that 
the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness and thus claims 6-11 are 
patentable over the prior art. 

iii. Claims 22-23 

The Appellants assert that Hong in view of the "Official Notice" taken by the Examiner 
does not disclose or suggest "concatenating a server name prefix with the electronic mail account 
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domain to form a default name for a server computer; and attempting to access the electronic 
mail account according to the electronic mail protocol by using the default name, the user name 
and the password" present in claims 22-23. On page 5 of the Final Office Action, the Examiner 
seems to concede that Hong fails to disclose a "server name prefix" (e.g., "mail.", "pop.", or 
"pop3."). The Examiner uses "Official Notice" to attempt to cure this deficiency. Hov^ever, the 
Appellants assert that it is not known to one of ordinary skill in the art, in the context of finding 
the user's e-mail account, to concatenate a server name prefix with the e-mail accoimt domain to 
form a default server name and use this default name to access the user's e-mail account. In the 
Response to the First Office Action mailed October 5, 2005 and in the Response to the Final 
Office Action, the Appellants repeatedly requested that the Examiner provide an affidavit in 
support of "Official Notice" of this element. However, the Examiner has never provided such an 
affidavit even though he is required to do so when requested by the Appellant. See, e.g., 
M.P.E.P. § 2144.03 and 37 C.F.R. 1. 104(d)(2). Because the above element is not well known to 
one skilled in the art, and the Examiner has not provided any evidence showing that it is well 
known even though such evidence was repeatedly requested, the Appellants assert that the 
Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness and thus claims 22-23 are 
patentable over the prior art. 

iv. Claims 24-26 

Claims 24-26 depend fi-om claim 2. For at least the reasons provided earlier with respect 
to claim 2, the Appellants assert that the proposed combination of Hong in view of the "Official 
Notice" taken by the Examiner does not disclose or suggest inter alia "determining if the 
electronic mail account domain is included in a list of closed domains that do not include server 
computers employing the electronic mail protocol" The Examiner has never provided an 
affidavit showing that the elements recited in claims 24-26 are "common knowledge in the art." 
In order to properly understand the basis for the Official Notice and challenge it if appropriate, 
the Appellants respectfully request that the Examiner cite a reference as documentary evidence 
in support of this position or provide an affidavit in accordance with M.P.E.P. § 2144.03 and 37 
C.F.R. 1.104(d)(2). Because the "determining" element is neither disclosed nor suggested by the 
proposed combination and the Examiner has not provided any evidence showing that the 
elements of claims 24-26 are well known, the Appellants assert that the Examiner has not 
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established a prima facie case of obviousness and thus claims 24-26 are patentable over the prior 
art. 
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CONCLUSION 

In summary, it has been demonstrated that the rejection of claims 2-11, 21-26, 28-29, and 
31 under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102, 103 is improper. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that 
the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences reverse the Examiner's rejection of these claims. 

The Office is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees that may be necessary for 
consideration of this paper to Manatt, Phelps & Phillips Deposit Accoimt No. 50-1847. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: May 22, 2006 ^A^n^ /^^^^ 

Thomas George 
Registration No. 45,740 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS LLP 
1001 Page Mill Road, Building 2 
Palo Alto, California 94304 
650-812-1327 Telephone 
650-213-0286 Facsimile 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

1. (Cancelled) 

2. (Previously presented) A method of determining information for accessing an electronic 
mail account according to an electronic mail protocol, comprising: 

receiving an address for delivering electronic mail to an electronic mail account; 

receiving a password for accessing the electronic mail accoimt; 

extracting, from the address, a user name and an electronic mail account domain for the 
electronic mail account; and 

determining whether the electronic mail account domain, user name and password can be 
used to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail protocol, wherein the 
step of determining whether the electronic mail account domain, user name and password can be 
used to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail protocol includes 
determining if the electronic mail accoimt domain is included in a list of closed domains that do 
not include server computers employing the electronic mail protocol. 

3. (Original) The method recited in claim 2, wherein, if the electronic mail account domain 
is not included in the list of closed domains, further including: 

accessing a list of known domains, such that at least one server computer known to 
employ the electronic mail protocol is associated with each of the known domains; 

mapping the electronic mail account domain against the list of known domains; and 
if the electronic mail account domain is included in the list of known domains, attempting 
to access the electronic mail account at one or more of the server computers associated with the 
electronic mail account domain using the user name and address. 

4. (Original) The method recited in claim 3, wherein, if only one computer server 
employing the electronic mail protocol is associated with the electronic mail account domain and 
the electronic mail account cannot be accessed through the one computer server, then prompting 
a user to resubmit the user name and password for the electronic mail account, and attempting to 
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access the electronic mail account at the one computer server according to the electronic mail 
protocol by using the resubmitted user name and password. 

5. (Original) The method recited in claim 4, wherein the user is prompted to resubmit the 
user name by resubmitting the address for delivering electronic mail to the electronic mail 
account. 

6. (Original) The method recited in claim 4, wherein, if the electronic mail account cannot 
be accessed at the one computer server according to the electronic mail protocol by using the 
resubmitted user name and password, further including: 

concatenating a server name prefix with the electronic mail account domain to form a 
default name for a server computer; and 

attempting to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail protocol 
by using the default name, the user name and the password. 

7. (Original) The method recited in claim 6, wherein the server name prefix is selected 
fi-om the group consisting of: "mail.", "pop.", and "pop3.". 

8. (Original) The method recited in claim 6, wherein, if the electronic mail account cannot 
be accessed according to the electronic mail protocol by using the default server name, the user 
name and the password, fiirther including the step of prompting a user to provide a server name 
for accessing the electronic mail account. 

9. (Original) The method recited in claim 5, wherein, if the electronic mail accoimt domain 
is not included in the list of known domains, further including 

concatenating a server name prefix with the electronic mail accoimt domain to form a 
default name for a server computer; and 

attempting to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail protocol 
by using the default name, the user name and the password. 
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10. (Original) The method recited in claim 9, wherein the server name prefix is selected 
from the group consisting of: "mail.", "pop.", and "pop3.". 

1 1 . (Original) The method recited in claim 9, wherein, if the electronic mail accoxmt cannot 
be accessed according to the electronic mail protocol by using the default server name, the user 
name and the password, further including the step of prompting a user to provide a server name 
for accessing the electronic mail account. 

12-20. (Cancelled) 

21 . (Previously presented) A method of determining information for accessing an electronic 
mail account according to an electronic mail protocol, comprising: 

receiving an address for delivering electronic mail to an electronic mail account; 

receiving a password for accessing the electronic mail account; 

extracting, from the address, a user name and an electronic mail account domain for the 
electronic mail accoimt; and 

determining whether the electronic mail account domain, user name and password can be 
used to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail protocol, wherein the 
step of determining whether the electronic mail account domain, user name and password can be 
used to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail protocol includes: 

concatenating a server name prefix with the electronic mail account domain to form a 
default name for a server computer; and 

attempting to access the electronic mail account according to the electronic mail protocol 
by using the default name, the user name and the password. 

22. (Original) The method recited in claim 21 , wherein the server name prefix is selected 
from the group consisting of: "mail.", "pop.", and "pop3.". 

23. (Original) The method recited in claim 21, wherein, if the electronic mail account cannot 
be accessed using the default server name, the user name and the address, further including 
prompting a user to provide a server name for accessing the electronic mail account. 
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24. (Previously presented) The method recited in claim 2, wherein the electronic mail 
protocol is selected from the group consisting of: the post office protocol, the Internet message 
access protocol, the Microsoft Exchange electronic mail protocol, and the Lotus Notes electronic 
mail protocol. 

25. (Previously presented) The method recited in claim 2, wherein the address and password 
are received from a user of the electronic mail account. 

26. (Previously presented) The method recited in claim 2, wherein the address and password 
are received from an electronic mail messaging software application. 

27. (Cancelled) 

28. (Previously presented) A device for determining information needed to access an 
electronic mail account according to an electronic mail protocol, comprising: 

an address decomposer for decomposing an address for accessing an electronic mail 
account into a user name for the electronic mail account and a domain for the electronic mail 
account; 

a server mapper for comparing the domain with a list of domains stored in a database; 

and 

a real time query unit for attempting to access the electronic mail account according to 
the electronic mail account using the user name and the domain extracted from the address, 
wherein the server mapper is configured to compare the domain with a list of closed domains 
that do not include server computers employing the electronic mail protocol 

29. (Original) The device recited in claim 28, wherein the server mapper also compares the 
domain with a list of known domains, such that at least one server computer known to employ 
the electronic mail protocol is associated with each of the known domains. 

30. (Cancelled) 
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3 1 . (Previously presented) A device for determining information needed to access an 
electronic mail account according to an electronic mail protocol, comprising: 

an address decomposer for decomposing an address for accessing an electronic mail 
account into a user name for the electronic mail account and a domain for the electronic mail 
account; 

a server mapper for comparing the domain with a list of domains stored in a database; 

a real time query xmit for attempting to access the electronic mail account according to 
the electronic mail account using the user name and the domain extracted from the address; and 

a host name generator for concatenating a server name prefix with the electronic mail 
account domain to form a default name for a server computer. 



32-35. (Cancelled) 
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EVIDENCE APPENDIX 
None (no evidence is being relied upon by the Appellants). 
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